Abstract
Garfield, made it clear that the JIF is not appropriate for evaluating individuals or for assessing 30 the importance and significance of individual works (Garfield, 1963 ). Yet, substantial increases in 31 publication rates and the number of academics competing for grants, jobs, and promotions over the 32 past few decades (i.e., 'hypercompetition') have in part led academics to rely on the JIF as a proxy 33 measure to quickly rank journals and, by extension, the articles published in these journals and the 34 individuals authoring them (Casadevall & Fang, 2014) . The association between the JIF, journal 35 prestige, and selectivity is strong, and has led academics to covet publications in journals with high 36 JIFs (Harley et al., 2010) . Publishers, in turn, promote their JIF to attract academic authors (Hecht 37 et al., 1998; SpringerNature, 2018; Sugimoto & Larivière, 2018) . 38 In some academic disciplines, it is considered necessary to have publications in journals with high 39 JIFs to succeed, especially for those on the tenure track (for review see Schimanski & Alperin, 2018) . 40 There are even institutions in some countries that financially reward their faculty for publishing in This use -and potential misuse -of the JIF to evaluate research and researchers is often raised 49 in broader discussions about the many problems with current academic evaluation systems (Moher 50 et al., 2018). However, while anecdotal information or even formal surveys of faculty are useful in 51 gauging its effect on the academic system, there is still a lot we do not know about the extent to 52 which the JIF is used in formal academic evaluations. To our knowledge, there have been no studies 53 analyzing the content of university review, promotion, and tenure (RPT) guidelines to determine 54 the extent to which the JIF is being used to evaluate faculty, or in what ways. We therefore sought 55 to answer the following questions: (1) How often is the JIF, and closely related terms, mentioned 56 in RPT documents? (2) Are the JIF mentions supportive or cautionary? and (3) What do RPT 57 documents assume the JIF measures? In the process of answering these questions, our study 58 offered an opportunity to explore the context surrounding mentions of the JIF to qualitatively assess 59 its use in the documents that guide formal evaluation. 4 journal impact in some way; and (3) indirect but possible references to the JIF. In the first group, 97 we included the terms "impact factor", "impact score", "impact metric", and "impact index". In the 98 second group, we included the terms "high-impact journal", "impact of the journal", and "journal('s) 99 impact". The third group contains a larger number and variety of terms, such as "high-ranking 100 journal", "top-tier journal", and "prestigious journal". For all terms, we considered both singular and 101 plural equivalents. A map of the terms we found and their grouping into the three categories can 102 be seen in Fig. 1 . In our analysis, we looked at only the first two groups of terms, as we considered 103 them to be unambiguously about the JIF (group 1) or sufficiently close to the notion of JIF (group 104 2). The terms in the third group, however, may or may not refer to the JIF. So while these terms 105 could represent examples of ways in which the idea of the JIF is invoked without begin explicit, 106 their mentions were not analyzed further for this study.
107
The results of each text query for the terms in groups 1 and 2 were placed in an NVivo "node" that 108 contained the text surrounding each of the mentions. We then performed a "matrix coding query" 109 to produce a table with institutions and academic units as rows, terms of interests as columns, and 110 a 1 or a 0 indicating whether the institution or academic unit made mention of the term or not, with 111 the ability to distinguish if the mention appeared in documents that pertain to the whole institution, 112 to one or more academic units, or both. We considered an institution as making mention of a term 113 if the term was present in at least one document from that institution or any of its academic units.
114
More details on this process can be found in Alperin et al. (2019) .
115
Qualitative analysis 116 We also exported the content of each node for a qualitative analysis of the JIF mentions. In some 117 cases, the software extracted complete sentences, while in other cases it pulled only fragments To arrive at the classification, each mention was independently coded by two of the authors (EM 132 and LM) using the definitions above. After an initial pass, the two coders agreed on all of the (1) referring directly to the JIF (inner ring); (2) referring in some way to journal impact (middle ring); or (3) indirect but probable references to the JIF. For simplicity, singular versions of each term are shown, but searches included their plural equivalents. Our analysis is based only on those terms found in groups 1 and 2 (the two innermost rings).
classifications for 86% of all mentions. The remaining mentions were independently coded by a 134 third author (LS). In all instances, the third coder agreed with one of the previous two, and this 135 agreement was taken as the final code.
136
Data availability 137 We have shared the data on which this paper is based in two different formats: (1) 
Results

146
How often is the JIF mentioned in RPT documents? Percentages do not sum to one hundred in any given column, since many institutions had more than one JIF mention that could be classified differently. For example, an institution was marked as having a supportive mention if at least one RPT document from that institution, or any of its academic units, had a supportive mention. The same institution could also be counted under 'cautious' if a different academic unit within that institution had such a mention.
What do RPT documents assume the JIF measures?
169
Associating the JIF with quality
170
The most common specified association we observed in these RPT documents was between the 171 JIF and quality. Overall, 61% (14 of 23) of R-type and 71% (5 of 7) of M-type institutions that 172 mention the JIF in our sample associate the metric with quality ( For promotion to Professor, the candidate must have an average publication rate of at least one article per year published in peer-reviewed journals in the five-year period preceding the application for promotion. These articles should be regularly cited by other researchers in the field. We will consider both the quality of the journal (as measured by the journal's impact factor, or JIF) as well as the number of citations of each publication. We will employ the metric: Article Impact Factor (AIF) = (JIF * citations) where "citations" represents the number of citations for the particular publication. Employing this metric, faculty have incentive to publish in the highest quality journals (which will increase the JIF) and simultaneously produce the highest quality research manuscripts, potentially increasing the number of citations, and increasing the AIF. Candidates should have at least four manuscripts in peer-reviewed journals published or in-press in the five years preceding application for tenure and promotion to Associate Professor. The length of articles and scientific significance, as measured by citations and journal impact factor, will also be considered, as will authorship on contributions to other scholarly works (e.g., reference and text books). Special consideration is to be given to the quality of the publication and the nature of the authorship. Contributions of the applicant must be clearly documented. The reputation and impact of the journal or other publication format will be considered, but takes secondary consideration to the quality of the publication and the nature of the contributions. Impact factors of journals should not be used as the sole or deciding criteria in assessing quality. The JIF does not measure quality 294 The association between the JIF and quality was found in 63% of institutions in our sample. This Be explicit about the criteria used to reach hiring, tenure, and promotion decisions, clearly highlighting, especially for early-stage investigators, that the scientific content of a paper is much more important than publication metrics or the identity of the journal in which it was published. 
